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KEPLY BRIEF (37 CJ.R. 41.41) 

This Reply Brief is submitted in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on July 6, 2005 . 

No fees are believed to be required to file a Reply Brief. Any required petition for extenaon of 
time for fiUng this brief and fees therefore, are dealt with in the accompanying TRANSMITTAL 
OF REPLY BRIEF. 
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- nHf ^TlPING O F CLAIMS 

The Examiner's Answo: States fhatthengectionof Claims 1-5, 1 1-17. and 22-25 staiid or fkU 
together because Appellants' Brief does not include a statement that the claims do hot stand or 
fell together and reasons in support thereof. The Examiner's Answer references 37 § 
1.192(c)(7). Appellants leapectfuUy disagree. Kindly note that 37 CF^ § 1.192 was removed 
on August 12, 2004. The Examiner is urged to consider 37 C J.R. § 41.37(c)(vii). which states: 
(vii) Argument. The contentions of appellant with respect to each ground of 
rejection presented for review in paragraph (c)(l)(vi) of this section, and the basis 
therefor, with citations of the statutes, regulations, authorities, and parts of the 
record reKed on. Any arguments or authorities not included in the brief or a reply 
brief filed pursuant to § 41 .41 will be refused consideration by the Board, unless 
good cause is shown. Each ground of rejection must be treated under a s^arate 
heading. For each ground of rejection applying to two or more claims, the claims 
maybe argued s^arately or as a group. When multiple claims subject to the same 
ground of rejection are argued as a group by appellant, the Board may select a 

single claim from the group of claims that are argued togeflier to decide the appeal 
with respect to the group of claims as to the ground of rejection on the basis of the 
selected claim alone. Notwithstanding any other provision of this paragraph, the 
failure of appellant to separately argue claims which appellant has grouped 
together shall constitute a waiver of any argument that the Board must consider 
the patentability of any grouped claim separately. Any claim argued separ^ely 
should be placed under a subheading identifying the claim by number. Claims 
argued as a group should be placed under a subheading identifying the claims by 
mjmber. A statement which merely points out what a claim recites will not be 
considered an argument for separate patentability of the claim. 
The Appeal Brief filed May 3, 2005. inchides a heading for each ground of rejection. Also, for 
each subgroup that is separately argued, the Appeal Brief includes a subheading identifying the 
claim(s) by number. Therefore, the claims do not stand or fall together, but shall be considered in 
the groups defined in the Argument section of Appellants* Brief, as set forth in 37 C J.R. § 
41.37(c)(vii). 



(R«ply Brief Pago lot 6) 
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RESPONSE TO ARGUMEWI 

I. %S U.S.C. 6 10 3 i All^gfed OtavinmiiMg of claims 1-5. 11-1% 22, m^JS, 

The Examiner's Answer presents new portions of ttie Internet Explora 5.0 (ESS) 
reference that were not part of previous rejection. More specifically, the Ejtamincr's Answer 
teforences a user interfece under the "lht«smet Properties" dialog that is activated by selecting Ihe 
"AccessibiUty" button. This "AccessibUit/' user interfile inclwies checkboxes under a 
'Tonnatting" heading. These checkboxes include "Ignore colors specified on Web pages," 
"IgnOTB font styles specified on Web pages," and Ignore foot sizes specified on Web pages." 
This new citation does appear to teach ignoring particular attributes of a document fi»r all 
docninents presented by the browser. 

In contradistinction, claim 1, for example, recites: 

1. A method for clariiying a document, comprising: 

retrieving a document including a document component having an 

attribute, wherein the attribute is exphcitly specified in the document; 
displaying the document; 
loading a set of user preferences; and 

in response to activation of a clarification control, modifying the 
attribute to clarify display of the document based on the set of user preferences to 
form a clarified document, [emphasis added] 
Thus, the presently claimed invention displays the document as it is retrieved and then, in 
response to activation of a clarification control, modifies the attribute. IE5, on ttie other hand, 
does not display the document as it is retrieved. Rather, IE5 ignores certain attributes of die 
document. IE5 does not modify die attributes in response to activation of a clarification 
control as recited in claim 1, for example. In IBS. ihe Accessibility options are set universally 
for aU documents. The Examiner's Answer does not address the claimed features of displaying a 
document and modifying an attribute of the document in response to activation of a clarification 
control. 

Fuithwmore, JE5 does not provide a single control that may be activated to clarify a 
displayed dooumesnt, as in the presently claimed invention. Rather, EES includes a series of 
nested user interface and dialogs that may be traversed to set various display prefereoces. 
However, once these prefiarences are set in IE5, the preferences are applied to all documents. IBS 

(Reply Bitef Page 3 of 6} 
Brawn eta].- 10/042.030 
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simply fails to provide a control that may be activated to modify an attribute of a displayed 
document to clarify display of the docviment, as recited in claim 1, for example. 

lA. TJ.S.C. 8 103. Alleged Obviott8iics « nf olaima 3 and IS 

With lespect to claims 3 and 15, the Examiner's Answer changes the rejection to state: 

Regarding claims 3 and 15, the Admission and Intemet Explorw, in 
combinatioii, teach all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above with 
respect to claims 1 and 14. in the Descriptiott of the Related Art, page 2, lines 6-9 
is the claimed the document component comprises a background image 
(Description of Related Ait, page 2, lines 6-9). and Mtcanet Explorer, screen shot 
n, by selecting box ignore color specified on Web pages the background image 
from the document is removed. 
Examiner's Answer dated July 6, 2005. Appellants respectftilly disagree. The Examiner 
apparently equates a "background color^ with a "background image." Clearly, a background 
color is not the same as a background image. The Examiner's Answer proffers no analysis as to 
why recognition of the problem by AppUcants (background images) in the present specification 
may be combined with IBS, which teaches ignoring all background colors in all documents, to 
airive at present claims 3 and 15. The Examiner's Answer does not estabUsh optima facte case 
of obviousness for claims 3 and 15, because the ^lied references, taken individually or in 
combination, feil to teach aU of the claim limitationa» more specificaJly 'Vemoving the 
background image ftom the document." 

IB. 3S IT.S.g. 8 103 - AMeged Obvionsness of claims 11 and 22 
With respect to claims 1 1 and 22, the Examiner's Answer states: 
As sliown in the screen shot below is the setting to authenticate a user by selecting 
button *Trompt for user name and password". After the user is authenticated by 
his/her user name and password, the authenticated nser can modify the retrieved 
Web page attributes using tiie interfaces as shown in screen shot n-IV. 

Examiner's Answer dated July 6, 2005. Appellants respectfully disagree. Tlie Examiner clearly 
makes assumptions about IE5 in order to fill in the missing features. IE5 does not provide any 
cMmection whatsoever between user authentication and accessibility options. There is no 
teaching in IE5 of modifying an attribute of a document In response to the user being 
atidiendcated, as recited in claim 1 1, for example. 

Q<eply Brief Page 4 of tf) 
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n. U 8 103> Alleged ObvtMHne^B nf claim 24 

With respect to claim 24, the Examiner's Answer presents new portions of ttie Ihtemet 
Explorer 5.0 (DBS) reference that were not part of previow rejection. More specifically, the 
Examiner's Answer references a user int^faoe under tiie •Ihtemet Properties" dialog that is 
activated by selecting the "Accessibility^' button. This "Accessibmty" user interface includes 
checkboxes under a formatting" heading. These checkboxes include ignore colors specified 
on Web pages,"" "Ignore font styles specified on Web pages," and 'Ignore font sizes specified on 
Web pages " This new citation does appear to teach ignoring particular attiibubes of a documait 
for all documents presented by the browser. 

The presently claimed invention displays the document as it is retrieved and then, in 
response to activation of a clarification control, modules the attribute^ IBS, on the other hand, 
does not display the document as it is retrieved* Rather, IE5 ignores certam attributes of the 
document, IE5 does not modify the attributes In response to activation of a clarification 
control, as recited in claim 24, for example. In IE5, the Accessibility options are set universally 
for ail documents. The Examiner's Answer does not address the claimed features of displaying a 
document and modifying an attribute of the document in response to activation of a clarification 
control. 

Fuithranore, IE5 does not provide a single control that raay be activated to clarify a 
displayed document, as in the presently claimed invention. Rather, IE5 includes a series of 
nested user interfiles and dialogs that may be traversed to set various display pteferencea. 
However, once these prefisiencea arc set in 1E5, the preferences are qpplied to all documents. 
Even combined with a conventional computer system, IE5 simply fails to provide a control that 
maybe activated to modify an attribute of a displayed document to clarify display of the 
document, as recited hi claim 24. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the above, AppeUants respectflilly submit that claims 1-5, 11-17, and 22-25 are 
allowable over die cited prior art and that the qpplioaticMi is in conditiou for allovrance. 
Accordingly, Appellants respectfiilly request the Board of Pttent Appeals and latecfipmices to 
not sustain the rejections set forth in the Final Office Action. 
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